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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 2/23/04 is being considered by 
the examiner, an initialed copy being enclosed herewith. 

Drawings 

2. The proposed drawing corrections received on 2/23/04 are approved. Formal drawings 
are required in response to this Office action. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 2/23/04 with respect to the rejection of claims 1,2, 14, 15, 
17-21, 23-27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 35 and 37-39 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e), and the rejections of claims 5 
and 34, 6 and 7, 9, and 10, 1 1 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) in view of Erreygers, Conroy et al, 
Tzannes et al., Adler, and Pesetski et al. have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

4. Applicant argues that Erreygers does not perform amplification as is performed in the 
present invention, and thus teaches away from the presently claimed invention. However, the 
claims simply recite that an upstream amplifier is used for amplifying upstream signals, and a 
downstream amplifier is used for amplifying downstream signals. Erreygers discloses an ADSL 
transceiver 62 for amplifying ADSL signals in one direction (lines 49-53), and an ADSL 
transceiver 64 for amplifying ADSL signals in the other direction (lines 49-53). Thus, the ADSL 
transceivers are considered amplifiers since they perform an amplification function. There is no 
distinction between the amplification performed by Erreygers and the amplification as recited in 
the claims, and Erreygers is thus considered to meet the claimed limitations of amplifying 
upstream and downstream signals by upstream and downstream amplifiers. 
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5. Applicant further argues that the filtering performed by high pass filters 56 and 58 are 
different from the pass filters of the present invention which are used to separate the upstream 
direction from the downstream direction, and the downstream direction from the upstream 
direction. However, the claims do not specifically recite that the pass filters separate the 
downstream signals from the upstream signals. Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed Cir. 1993). The high pass filters 56 and 58 
inherently perform an isolating function, and are thus considered to meet the claimed limitations 
of an upstream pass filter for isolating an upstream signal, and a downstream pass filter for 
isolating a downstream signal. 

6. Applicant's arguments, see page 13, second paragraph, filed 2/23/04, with respect to the 
rejection of claims 1, 2, 14, 15, 17, 18, 21, 23, 24, 26, 27, 30, 37 and 38 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by McGinn et al have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
rejection of those claims in view of McGinn et al has been withdrawn. 

Claim Objections 

7. Claims 17, 29, 30, 32 and 33 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. Claim 17, line 3, "output" should be —input--, as claim 18 recites a high pass filter 
coupled to an output of the downstream amplifier (see claim 29, similar to claim 17). 

b. Claim 29 depends from claim 28, which is cancelled. For examination purposes, 
claim 29 is considered to depend from independent claim 26, as claim 17, which is 
similar to claim 29, depends from independent claim 14, which is similar to claim 26. 
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c. Claim 32 depends from claim 3 1 , which is cancelled. For examination purposes, 
claim 32 is considered to depend from independent claim 26, as claim 19, which is 
similar to claim 32, depends from independent claim 14, which is similar to claim 26. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

8. Applicant is advised that should claim 26 be found allowable, claim 21 will be objected 
to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof When two claims in an 
application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, 
despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other 
as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

10. Claims 1, 2, 14, 15, 17-21, 23-27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 35 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Erreygers U.S. Patent 6,236,664. 

1 1. Regarding claim 1, Erreygers discloses a DSL repeater unit 50 in Fig. 2, where an 
upstream signal from a customer premise 20 is isolated by passing through an upstream pass 
filter 58, the output of pass filter 58 is supplied to ADSL transceiver 64 (Fig. 3), considered an 
upstream amplifier, for amplifying the isolated upstream signal (col. 5, lines 53-56), a 
downstream signal from central office 10 is isolated by passing through a downstream pass filter 
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56, and the output of pass filter 56 is supplied to ADSL transceiver 62 (Fig. 3), considered a 
downstream amplifier, for amplifying the isolated downstream signal (col. 5, lines 49-53). 

12. Regarding claim 2, the gain is increased with ADSL repeater 60. 

13. Regarding claim 14, Erreygers discloses a DSL repeater unit 50 in Fig. 2, where an 
upstream signal from a customer premise 20 is isolated by passing through an upstream signal 
isolating pass filter 58, the output of pass filter 58 is supplied to ADSL transceiver 64 (Fig. 3), 
considered an upstream signal amplifier, for amplifying the isolated upstream signal (col. 5, lines 
53-56), a downstream signal from central office 10 is isolated by passing through a downstream 
signal isolating pass filter 56, and the output of pass filter 56 is supplied to ADSL transceiver 62 
(Fig. 3), considered a downstream amplifier, for amplifying the isolated downstream signal (col. 
5, lines 49-53). 

14. Regarding claim 1 5, the DSL repeater unit 50 includes ADSL repeater 60. 

15. Regarding claims 17 and 18, high pass filters 56 and 58 are respectively coupled to the 
input and output of the downstream amplifier. 

16. Regarding claims 19 and 20, high pass filters 56 and 58, considered band pass filters, are 
respectively coupled to the input and output of the upstream amplifier. 

17. Regarding claim 21, Erreygers teaches a digital subscriber loop with DSL repeater 50. 

18. Regarding claim 23, the DSL repeater is considered to be part of a kit. 

19. Regarding claim 24, the ADSL repeater 60 comprising the amplifier is supplied power 
via power supply 66. 

20. Regarding claim 25, ADSL transceiver 62 comprising the amplifier comprises a control 
information connection coupled thereto from controller 68. 
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21 . Regarding claim 26, Erreygers teaches a digital subscriber loop with DSL repeater unit 
50 in Fig. 2, where an upstream signal from a customer premise 20 is isolated by passing through 
an upstream signal isolating pass filter 58, the output of pass filter 58 is supplied to ADSL 
transceiver 64 (Fig. 3), considered an upstream signal amplifier, for amplifying the isolated 
upstream signal (col. 5, lines 53-56), a downstream signal from central office 10 is isolated by 
passing through a downstream signal isolating pass filter 56, and the output of pass filter 56 is 
supplied to ADSL transceiver 62 (Fig. 3), considered a downstream amplifier, for amplifying the 
isolated downstream signal (col. 5, lines 49-53). 

22. Regarding claim 27, the DSL repeater unit 50 includes ADSL repeater 60. 

23. Regarding claims 29 and 30, high pass filters 56 and 58 are respectively coupled to the 
input and output of the downstream amplifier. 

24. Regarding claims 32 and 33, high pass filters 56 and 58, considered band pass filters, are 
respectively coupled to the input and output of the upstream amplifier. 

25. Regarding claim 35, Erreygers teaches a low pass filter 54 coupled to a digital subscriber 
loop repeater 60 and a high pass filter 56 coupled to the DSL repeater 60. 

26. Regarding claim 37, the DSL loop is part of a DSL network. 

27. Regarding claim 38, the DSL repeater includes a power connection via power supply 66. 

28. Regarding claim 39, the digital subscriber loop repeater includes a control information 
connection via controller 68. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



29. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 



obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

30. Claims 5 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Erreygers in view of Conroy et al. U.S. Patent 6,459,684. 

3 1 . Regarding claims 5 and 34, Erreygers teaches a digital subscriber loop repeater for 
increasing a gain of a DSL signal (col. 5, lines 43-59, Figs. 2 and 3), but does not expressly 
disclose that the DSL signal is processed with an echo cancellation filter. 

32. Conroy et al. teach an echo cancellation filter 614 for processing a received DSL signal. 

33. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use an echo cancellation 
filter as taught by Conroy et al. in the system of Erreygers for correcting errors in the received 
signal, as stated by Conroy et al. in column 3, lines 53-59. 

34. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tzannes et 
al. U.S. Patent 5,751,716 in view of Erreygers. 

35. Regarding claims 6 and 7, Tzannes et al. disclose an ADSL system in which the 
frequencies used to transmit the upstream and downstream signals are separated (col. 1, lines 60- 
65), wherein on the receiving end of the transmission link, the signals are low-pass filtered to 
reduce the effects of high-frequency noise transients (col. 4, lines 1-5). 

36. Tzannes et al. do not disclose a repeater for increasing the gain of the digital subscriber 
loop signal. 

37. Erreygers discloses a DSL repeater unit 50 that increases the gain of a digital subscriber 
loop signal (col. 5, lines 43-59, Figs. 2 and 3). 
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38. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a repeater as taught 
by Erreygers in the system of Tzannes et al. in order to efficiently implement ADSL over long 
distances (see abstract). 

39. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Erreygers in view 
of Adler U.S. Patent 4,939,747. 

40. Regarding claim 9, Erreygers teaches a digital subscriber loop repeater for increasing a 
gain of a DSL signal (col. 5, lines 43-59, Figs. 2 and 3), but does not expressly disclose that the 
repeater is remotely fine-tuned using control signals sent to the repeater. 

41 . Adler teaches an addressable repeater where the gain of a repeater is remotely fine-tuned 
via control signals sent from a central location (see col. 6, lines 23-28). 

42. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art use the teaching of remotely 
fine tuning a repeater, as disclosed by Adler, in the system of Erreygers, so the repeater be 
optimized for various transmission characteristics. 

43. Claims 10, 1 1 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Erreygers in view of Pesetski et al. U.S. Patent 6,151,691. 

44. Regarding claim 10, Erreygers teaches a digital subscriber loop repeater for increasing a 
gain of a DSL signal (col. 5, lines 43-59, Figs. 2 and 3), but does not expressly disclose that the 
repeater is remotely reconfigured using control signals sent to the repeater. 

45. Pesetski et al. disclose a repeater receiving control signals and configuring itself 
accordingly (see col. 5, lines 49-61). 
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46. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to employ the teaching of 
remotely controlling a repeater, as disclosed by Pesetski et al, in the repeater of Erreygers, in 
order for a technician to test the repeater to see if it is functioning properly. 

47. Regarding claim 1 1, Erreygers teaches a digital subscriber loop repeater for increasing a 
gain of a DSL signal (col. 5, lines 43-59, Figs. 2 and 3), but does not expressly disclose that the 
repeater is queried in order to control the repeater or determine its status. 

48. Pesetski et al. disclose a repeater that receives a coded query signal in order to control 
operation of the repeater or determine its status (see col. 6, line 30 to col. 7, line 18). 

49. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to employ the teaching of 
querying the repeater, as disclosed by Pesetski et al., in the system of Erreygers such that more 
efficient testing and repair of the lines may be effected (see Pesetski et al., col. 3, lines 1-4). 

50. Regarding claim 13, Pesetski et al. further teach that the repeater may enter into a loop- 
back mode (col. 6, lines 46-48). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

51. Claim 12 is allowed. 

52. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
Erreygers teaches a DSL repeater for increasing the gain of a digital subscriber loop 

signal, but fails to teach querying the digital subscriber loop repeater for a purpose of controlling 
the operation of the digital subscriber loop repeater, wherein controlling the operation of the 
digital subscriber loop repeater includes provisioning the digital subscriber loop repeater with an 
operational mode selected from the group consisting of normal, no-ADSL-repeater with coils in 
circuit, and no-ADSL-repeater with coils out of circuit. 
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Conclusion 



53. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR L 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to David B. Lugo whose telephone number is (703) 305-0954. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Chin, can be reached at (703) 305-4714. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



P.O. Box 1450 



Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



or faxed to: 



(703) 872-9306 
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Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, Arlington, 
VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should 
be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone number is 
(703) 306-0377. 



dl 

5/3/04 




